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Conclusion: Lessons
and Recommendations

RicHARD N. HAASS

| HIS FINAL chapter is divided into two parts. The first is analytical
: and addresses what is to be learned from the eight cases dis-
. cussed. in this volume and, more generally, from the use of eco-
nomic sanctions as an instrument of American foreign policy in the
post-Cold War era. Ten basic lessons are posited. The latter sect};on set
fgrth 12 guidelines meant to inform future decisions to emplo sanc?
tions and goes on to suggest what the U.S. government, includizg both

the executive branch and Con;
he exe gress, needs to do to transl in-
dples into effective policy. a(¢ these prin

Lessons

11&: Sa.nctzons alor?e are unlikely to achieve desired results if the aims are large or
rem}e‘ is short. ThlS lesson tends to all but rule out the use of sanctions to
- rz a:%i ;he Eflsm nature ,of anotl?er society or to alter policy in critical
fon ey ;13 er country’s or entity’s natiopal security. The same reali-
o e 1:}s‘1ng sanctions to rgsolve crises or any “time-sensitive”
ity in. o; ese reasons, sanctions also are unlikely to be of much
ot moderating civil wars, which, by their nature, tend to be all-or-
fothing struggles that develop quickly and are resistant to (if not im-
é;ﬂglgus to) external influences.!
%}he\rfllfﬁnce supporting these' assertions is plentiful. Sanctions—even
fations, (le)); vl\:ie;e :omprehen.swe and enjoyed almost universal inter-
Dwitid ‘:, o g c;z nealjly six months—failed to get Saddam Hussein
A om Kuwait. In the enc-l, doing so took nothing less than
bt esert St0@. %er sanctions also have fallen short of their

@ted goals. The Iranian regime remained defiant in its support of ter-

sm, its subversion of its neighbors, its opposition to the Middle East
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peace process, and in pressing ahead with its nuclear weapons pro-
gram. Fidel Castro continued in place atop a largely authoritarian polit-
ical system and a statist economic counterpart. Pakistan’s nuclear
program advanced significantly; it produced enough material for a¢
least a dozen bombs. Libya refused to produce the two individualg
accused of responsibility for the destruction of Pan Am Flight 103 over
Lockerbie. Sanctions could not persuade Haiti’s junta to honor the
results of an election. Nor could they dissuade Serbia and others to ca]
off their military aggression for several years. And, nearly a decade
after Tiananmen Square, China continued to export sensitive, prolifera-
tion-related technologies to selected countries and remained a society
where human rights were often violated.

2. Under the right circumstances, sanctions nevertheless can achieve (or
help to achieve) various foreign policy goals ranging from the modest to the
fairly significant. Sanctions introduced against Iraq in the aftermath of
the Gulf War clearly have increased Iraqi compliance with resolutions
calling for the complete elimination of its weapons of mass destruction.
Such sanctions also have much diminished Iraq’s ability to import
weapons and weapons-related technology of any sort. The result is that
Iraq today is considerably weaker militarily and economically than it
would have been without these sanctions.

The other cases examined here show that sanctions have accom-
plished substantive ends even if they did not achieve the stated and
often ambitious objective. In the former Yugoslavia, sanctions were one
factor contributing to the Serbian decision to accept the Dayton agree-
ment in August 1995. China appears to have shown some restraint in
exporting nuclear and ballistic missile parts or technologies to countries
other than Pakistan. Sanctions have constituted a drag on the economies
of Iran, Cuba, and Libya and may, with the passage of more time, con-
tribute to change in those societies or in their behavior. U.S.’sanctlons
against Pakistan, while having little or no discernible effect on its 'n.ucl?ar
weapons program, have hurt Pakistan both economically and nuhtanl)é
Again, though, the difference in the apparent effect of the China an
Pakistan sanctions is instructive. It is extremely difficult to alter the'deC.l'
sions of a would-be proliferating country such as Pakistan, Wl}lCl'll li
likely to see nothing less than its national security or even survival a
stake. Sanctions, no matter how draconian, are almost certain to fail. A.t
the same time, limited sanctions might be more helpful against suppli-
ers (such as China), for whom the interests at stake are partly or even
mostly economic and in any event less than vital. . od

It is important to add that sanctions can be more effective when utS o
in conjunction with other policy tools, especially the credible threa
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use of military force. The former Yugoslavia is a case in point. Sanctions
i alone were unable to bring Serbia to the table, but sanctions along with
f North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) air power and Croatia’s

successful ground offensive were enough to persuade the government

in Belgrade that the time had come to settle. Military attacks along with

sanctions may have dampened Libyan enthusiasm for sponsoring ter-
rorism. Sanctions against Iraq, by limiting its ability to acquire military
technology and equipment, rendered it a less capable foe once those
sanctions gave way to Desert Storm; similarly, sanctions and periodic
uses of military force appear to have persuaded Saddam for a time not
to attempt any dramatic breakout from his predicament.

As noted at the outset of this volume, sanctions can be used for sev-
eral sometimes overlapping purposes: to coerce, to deter, and/or to
punish. The cases suggest that the ambitious and common use of sanc-
tions—for coercive or “compellent” purposes—rarely succeeds, espe-
cially as the size of the objective grows. There is also another problem
with using sanctions for the purpose of persuading the target to alter
or cease a specified activity or behavior. By their nature, coercive sanc-
tions leave the initiative in the hands of the target, which may decide
that holding firm to its position or behavior is preferable to giving way.
The United States, as the sending or sanctioning party, then has to
decide among three options: giving up and dropping the sanctions,
staying the course despite a lack of desired effect, or turning to military
force.

By contrast, punitive sanctions almost always “succeed” in the im-
ited sense that they impose some costs on the target. (Whether this cost
is greater than the cost to the sender is another matter.) One advantage
of any punitive action is that unlike sanctions meant to either coerce or
deter, it keeps the initiative in the hands of the sender who decides
“how much is enough.” The disadvantage of punitive sanctions is that
they tend not to alter the behavior much less the nature of the target,
although it is almost always true that any sanction implemented for
punitive purposes also is designed to coerce or even deter. The punitive
dimension of sanctions thus becomes something of a fallback, the min-
imum purpose if more ambitious aims prove overly risky beyond reach.
This appears to have been what happened in nearly every case studied
in this volume.

The utility of threatening sanctions in order to deter unwanted
behavior is the most difficult to assess, as one must endeavor to demon-
strate the relationship between what was threatened and what did not
happen. This said, threats of sanctions appear to have little effect on
behavior, especially if the area of concern is of major importance to the
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target. Thus it is possible to claim that Pakistan would have testeq
nuclear weapons in the absence of a threat of additional sanctions, that
China may have proceeded with additional exports of proliferation-
related technologies, or that the Serbs might have done even more dam-
age. But with the possible exception of China, where certain signs of
some restraint suggest that the fear of additional sanctions may have had
an impact, and Iran, where secondary U.S. sanctions appear to have dis-
couraged European and Japanese firms from investing there, the cases
examined here do not provide strong evidence that threatened sanctions
carry a great deal of weight.? India’s decision to test nuclear devices in
1998 in the face of threatened sanctions further reinforces this point.

3. Unilateral sanctions are rarely effective. All of the cases, with the
exception of Iraq and the former Yugoslavia, involve sanctions that are
in part or in whole unilateral. The critical issue here is a general'lack of
effectiveness. In a global economy, unilateral sanctions tend to impose
greater costs on American firms than on the target, which usually can
find substitute sources of supply and financing. Unilateral sanctions
did, however, have more of an economic effect on Haiti and Cuba,
which were heavily dependent on trade with the United S’t.a'tes. They
also hurt Pakistan, which was receiving substantial U.S. military ?nd
economic aid. Such impact is a far cry from realizing the de.sired aims
of the sanctions, however. As a rule, unilateral sanctions will be little
more than statements or expressions of opposition except in t}}ose
instances in which the tie between the United States and the target is so
extensive that the latter cannot adjust to an American cut-off. _

The problem is that garnering international support fqr p.artlm..llar
sanctions often is extremely difficult. Prospects for succe.edmg in bring-
ing others on board tend to reflect a range of factqrs, ‘u?cludmg their
commercial stakes, policy preferences, and the availability of fur@s to
compensate lost revenues. Sanctions tend to vyork best when inter-
national political consensus exists as to their wisdom and when m:;:—
targeted countries that must bear an economic cost as a result of the
sanctions are compensated. In most instances, other governments pltei
fer no or minimal sanctions. Other countries tend to value commercia
interaction higher than does the United States and arelle'ss willing to
forfeit it voluntarily. In addition, the notion that economic interaction 1?
desirable because it promotes more open political and economic syﬁ_
tems is an argument that normally has more resonance in otherlcaI:;:1
tals. (I say “normally” because this argument has been d?p oyst-
successfully to defeat attempts in Congress to revoke .Chlina s mOt -
favored-nation [MEN] status.) Such thinking makes ac}uevmg_ what 1
desirable, namely multilateral support for sanctions, less feasible than
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the United States tends to want. It usually takes something truly egre-
gious—Saddam’s invasion and occupation of Kuwait, incontrovertible
support of terrorism such as in the Lockerbie case, the brazen rejection
of Haiti’s election results and associated widespread human rights
abuses—to overcome this antisanctions bias. And even in the case of
Iraq, generous compensation for affected states, such as Egypt and
Turkey, was a prerequisite for these government’s and others sustain-
ing support for sanctions.

Trying to compel others to join a sanctions effort by threatening sec-
ondary sanctions against those third parties unwilling to sanction the
target can cause serious harm to a variety of U.S. foreign policy inter-
ests. Congress, in large part because unilateral sanctions tend to be inef-
fective, is increasingly turning to secondary sanctions to bolster
unilateral sanction regimes. This is what has happened with Cuba, Iran,
and Libya; in all three instances, sanctions now apply to overseas firms
that violate the terms of the U.S. legislation. This threat has had some
deterrent effect on the willingness of certain individuals and firms to
enter into proscribed business activities, but at a significant political
price. It has increased anti-American sentiment, stimulated challenges
that have the potential to jeopardize the future of the World Trade Orga-
nization, distracted attention away from the provocative behavior of
the target governments, and made Europeans less likely to work with
us in shaping policies to contend with post-Cold War challenges.

4. Sanctions often produce unintended and undesirable consequences. Sev-
eral of the cases examined here underline this conclusion. Haiti is a
prime example. Sanctions increased the economic distress on the island,
which stimulated a massive exodus of people from Haiti to the United
States—an exodus that proved life-threatening for Haitians and expen-
sive and disruptive for Florida. In the former Yugoslavia case, the arms
embargo had the effect of weakening the Bosnian (Muslim) side, given
the fact that Bosnia’s Serbs and Croats had larger stores of military sup-
plies to begin with and greater access to additional supplies from out-
side sources. This military imbalance contributed to the fighting and to
the disproportionate suffering of the Bosnian side. Military sanctions
against Pakistan actually may have increased Pakistan’s reliance on a

~ nuclear option, both because the sanctions cut off Islamabad’s access to

U.S. weaponry and because they dramatically weakened Pakistani con-
fidence in its traditional relationship with Washington.

What all this demonstrates is that sanctions can be blunt instruments.
Traditionally, most sanctions do not discriminate within the target
country. There is a rationale for this, one that reflects the reality that
funds and goods can easily be moved around a society or that govern-
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ment often can command what is in the hands of others. The problem
with such a broad-brush approach is that sanctions tend to affect those
not necessarily responsible for making the policy—that is, the people—
while those elites that are responsible—be they in the government, the
dominant political organization, the military, or some similaf entity—
remain largely unaffected given their ability to skirt the sanctions.

This was clearly the case in Haiti, where the average Haitian suffered
far more than the leaders of the junta. To some extent it is the reality in
many of the other cases, where leaderships are able to insulate therp—
selves. The danger (beyond missing the true target) is both xporal, in
that innocents are affected, as well as practical, in thqt sanctions that
harm the population at large can bring about undesired efffects fhat
include strengthening the regime, triggering large-s.cz?le emigration,
and retarding the emergence of a middle class ?nd civil society. Mass
hardship also can weaken domestic and international support for sanc-
tions, such as is the case with Irag, despite the fact that the sanctions
have included from the outset a provision allowing the country to
import humanitarian goods and services.? . ' ‘

Smart or “designer” sanctions are at best a partial solutlon: Itis pos-
sible that Haiti’s military leaders were bothered by tl.le fact then" famll.les
could no longer shop in Florida. And clearly executives who risk being
denied access to the United States under the provi51.on of He}ms—Burton
legislation think twice before entering into proscribed l?usmess deals.
Sanctions aimed at firms similarly can affect their calculatlf)ns. The prc?b-
lem is that the opportunities to employ sanctions effectively yet with
great precision are rare. Gathering the necessary knowledge abo_ut assets
and then moving quickly enough to freeze them often proves impossi-
ble. Leaders and governments have many ways to insulate themse.lvels.
Especially when the target is an authoritarian state run by a relatively
few individuals, designing sanctions that can me?mn'gful%y .penahze
leaders but spare the general population is extraordu.\anly difficult.

Itis important to note as well that the costs of sanctions transcend nar-
row calculations. Sanctions against Iraq tend to decrease world energy
supply, thereby maintaining a higher price for oil than wou}d otherwise
be the case. The same holds for sanctions against Iran, espec1a1}y becausri
U.S. sanctions prevented the construction of gas pipelines in Centra
Asia that would need to cross Iran. Thus another cost of the Iran sanc;
tions is that they add to the burden of the newly independent states 0
the former Soviet Union. The United States, as a resul.t of sanct}onj
against Iran, Libya, and Cuba, also incurs a polipcal price in straine
relations with its principal political and economic alhe?. ]eopardlzn;(g1
the future of the World Trade Organization—something that cou

L ————
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result from the European Union’s reaction to the Helms-Burton legisla-
tion—needs to be added in here, as well. The costs, of sanctioning Haiti
also need to include the cost of coping with refugees and, depending on
one’s view of events, the costs of the military intervention that came in
the aftermath of sanctions and the refugee outflow.

5. Sanctions can be expensive for American business, farmers, and workers.
There is a tendency to overlook or underestimate the direct cost of sanc-
tions, perhaps because the costs of intervening with sanctions (unlike the
costs of military intervention) do not show up in U.S. government bud-
get tables. Sanctions do, however, affect the economy by reducing rev-
enues of U.S. companies and individuals. Moreover, even this cost is
difficult to measure because it needs to reflect not simply lost sales but
also forfeited opportunities stemming from governments and overseas
companies electing not to do business with the United States for fear that
sanctions might be introduced and thereby interrupt the supply of spare
parts or otherwise complicate or prohibit normal commercial relations.

Still, and although precise figures do not exist, it seems reasonable to
estimate that sanctions cost U.S. companies billions of dollars a year in
lost sales and returns on investment. One recent study concludes that
in 1995 alone, sanctions cost U.S. companies between $15 billion and
$19 billion, in the process affecting some 200,000 workers.* China has
made a point of awarding lucrative contracts (e.g, aircraft purchases) to
Europeans to signal displeasure with U.S. sanctions. U.S. individuals
and firms also are forfeiting a chance to invest in Cuba, Iran, and Libya
while Europeans and others do so. Iraq is a different case; the compre-

hensive, multilateral nature of the sanctions has meant that any oppor-
tunity cost has been borne by all members of the international
community and not by Americans alone.

6. Authoritarian, statist societies are often able to hunker down and with-
stand the effects of sanctions. All eight of the case studies involve states
that are, to one degree or another, authoritarian. Almost all are what can
be termed statist in the economic sense. Sanctions appear not to have
moved them noticeably and may have even increased governmental
control over the population. The reasons for this phenomenon may be
several: Sanctions sometimes trigger a rally-round-the-flag nationalist
reaction; sanctions, by creating scarcity, enable governments to better
control distribution of goods; and sanctions create a sense of siege that
governments then exploit to maintain political control. This conclusion
is consistent, too, with literature suggesting that market economic

reform reinforces the development of civil society; sanctions, by reduc-

ing the scope for independent action, can work against forces promot-
ing political pluralism.’
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7. Military enforcement can increase the economic and military impact
(although not necessarily the political effect) of a given sanction. The sanc-
tions against Iraq, for example, were far tighter than they would have
been had compliance been voluntary. Indeed, leakage was greatest
along those routes such as Jordan where international presence and
enforcement were relatively weak. Similarly, sanctions against Serbia
were weakened by the absence of a strong, land-based military force to
compel compliance and intercept contraband. Armed enforcement is
not always an option, though. It applies primarily to trade sanctions,
requires the full cooperation of neighboring states if it is to work, and
risks a wider conflict with the target state, something that would, for
example, preclude any such action against a country such as China.

8. Sanctions can increase pressures to intervene with military force when
they are unable to resolve the crisis at hand. Such pressure was welc'omed
by the Bush administration in the aftermath of Iraq’s invasion of
Kuwait, a position that reflected concern over what the passage gf time
would mean for coalition cohesion (not to mention the survival of
Kuwait and its people). In this instance, the imposition of sanctior.us and
their inability to persuade Saddam Hussein to de_part Kuwait .had
added benefits: They provided time for coalition military preparations
to take place and then made it less difficult for the Bush adr'n_uustratlon
to build domestic and international support for the use of military forc.e.

In the case of Haiti, the inability of sanctions alone to persuade the rm.l-
itary junta to step down and respect the results of t'he elect.:ifms bl.lilt p911t—
ical pressures in the United States to go ahead w1th.a m1}1tar¥ invasion.
Some of the pressures resulted from opposition to immigration, 9thers
from violations of human rights. Potentially considerable loss of life on
all sides was averted only at the eleventh hour when the ju'nta backed
down and the “invasion” became consensual rather than resisted. '

The former Yugoslavia is a third case in which the fact that sanctions
alone could not achieve the desired end in a relatively shc?rt per10<.:1 of
time increased pressures on the United States to take additional action.
In this instance, action took the form of NATO air attacks on Bosnian
Serb positions. . '

What all three of these cases have in common is that sanctions were
introduced in response to a crisis rather than amid what might lzﬁ

described as an ongoing situation. Only when time is 9f the essence w
the inability of sanctions alone to accomplish policy goals lead to
demands for escalation to military force. Otherwise, and as the remain-
ing cases show, the American public appears willing to tolera.te sanC(;
tions even though they do not appear to be accomplishing their state

purpose.
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9. Sanctions tend to be easier to introduce than lift. This is true no matter
if the sanction is established through a U.N. Security Council resolution
or a law passed by Congress and signed by the president. Such inertia
is not unique to sanctions; it is always more difficult to change the sta-
tus quo than continue with it when the burden of acting falls on those
favoring change. Removal of a sanction is possible when a situation
resolves or clearly reverses itself—such as was the case in Haiti follow-
ing the invasion and occupation—but this is the exception. More often,
the problems that led to sanctions in the first instance may linger or
even diminish but not disappear. In such circumstances, it is often dif-
ficult or impossible to build a consensus for rescinding the sanctions,
even if there has been some progress on the matter of concern, if the
sanctions have been shown to be feckless or counterproductive, or if
other interests can be shown to suffer as a result. This consequence may
be seen as desirable, as it is in the case of Iraq, where the United States
favors the continuation of U.N. sanctions. Or it may be judged unhelp-
ful, a position held by critics of U.S. sanctions toward China, Iran, or
others. The Bosnia case involves a powerful example of the danger of
locking in sanctions, as the inability to amend or lift U.N. Security

- Council sanctions that prevented the provision of military support to all

protagonists in the Bosnian war overwhelmingly worked to the dis-

. advantage of the weaker Bosnian side.

10. “Sanctions fatigue”tends to settle in over time, and as it does, inter-
national compliance tends to diminish. In part this is because the issue that
led to sanctions being introduced loses its emotional impact. Inter-
national support for sustaining sanctions fades as the cumulative cost
of maintaining the sanctions mounts. Concerns over the humanitarian
impact of sanctions also weakens resolve. At the same time, the target
of the sanctions has time to adjust. Working around sanctions, import
substitution, and the gradual improvement of living standards due to

- adaptation all make sanctions bearable. All of these factors have eroded

the impact of sanctions against Iraq, Libya, and Cuba. Interestingly,
fatigue seems to be less of a factor in diluting American support for
sanctions (be they unilateral or multilateral), perhaps because sanctions
tend to get “locked in” and the domestic political costs of removing
them become overwhelming. -
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1. Economic sanctions are a serious instrument of foreign policy and should
be employed only after consideration no less rigorous than what would pre-
cede any other form of intervention, including the use of military force. The
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likely benefits of a particular sanction to U.S. foreign policy shouclld Ee
greater than the anticipated costs to the U:S. government and the
American economy. Moreover, how the sanction is likely to affect U.S.
interests should compare favorably to the'hkely consequences of all
other policies, including military intewenh9n of various sorts, Fovlert
action, public and private diplomacy, or doing nothing. In p;lrtlc:u1 ar,
policymakers ought to consider carefully the pros and cons of a po 1c§
of economic engagement as opposed to one of broad penallzfmori an
isolation. If properly structured, an approagqh that would involve a
mix of narrow sanctions and continuing political aftd economic inter-
actions that were both limited and conditional might be preferable?,
especially if the goal is to weaken the near monopoly of an aut}l:;)n;
tarian leadership presiding over a country that doe.s not pose a threa
. sts. .
N X.ioi'rc;ﬁ;iy to this injunction is no less importar.lt: l?road sanctions
should not be used as an expressive tool in a manner r.zot justified by a careﬁfl
accounting of likely costs and benefits. Again, SaI’l’CtlonS are serious busi-
ness. There is a tendency to see them as ”below_ use of military force <()in
some imagined ladder of foreign policy escalatlpn. This tend.ency nie s
to be revised. Sanctions are a form of intervenhpn. Depending on how
they are used, they can cause great damage to innocent men, worl?en,
and children.® They also can cause great ham} to U.S. business, wor eri,,
and foreign policy interests. I wrote in a previous book Fhat_ foreign 1;0 i
icy is not therapy and that the purpose of forglgn gohcy is not to fee
good but to do good. The same holds for sanctions. »
2. Multilateral support for economic sanctions normally should constitu ;
a prerequisite for their introduction by the United Statfzs. Sucb supporft rlllee
not be simultaneous, but it should be all but certam_and likely t(? ollow
with little delay. Unilateral sanctions should be _avmdgd ex.cept in th(?se
circumstances that the United States is in a unique situation to d.erlvet
leverage based on the economic relationship Wlth the target. This is nz-
so much a normative assertion as a pragmatic one, bas'ed on the oseto
whelming evidence that unilateral sanctions achieve 11§t1e yet ten‘de-
cost the United States more than the target. .Implem.entmg this (%-ul e
line will require intense, often high-level diplomatic e.ffort aa;(n ev "
then may not succeed. If this is so, then the tas.k for policym. X :‘rs :)sme
compare what can be achieved by weaker sanctions as opposed to s
i licy course. -
alteOantli:,\EtlzﬁmCZnt that can increase compliance is tl:le provision lof
assistance to third parties in order to offset the economic cost of imp e_
menting sanctions. Arrangements to compensate countries whose supe
port for the sanctions is central thus can be critical. This was the cas
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with the Iraq sanctions; it is possible that sanctions against Haiti might
have proved stronger had the Dominican Republic been more coop-
erative. Greater use should be made of Article 50 of the U.N. Charter,
which sets forth a means by which third-party states hurt by sanctions
aimed at another state can approach the Security Council for redress. In
addition, a fund for this purpose should be established within the U.S.
foreign assistance budget. Given the current assistance budget, this
money should be additional rather than come out of already under-
funded aid accounts.

A call for greater multilateralism is not identical to a requirement to
seek U.N. Security Council backing. Indeed, the United States should
be careful about bringing sanctions to the Security Council. Although
U.N. endorsement can buttress international compliance and compli-
cate the task of any party seeking to ease sanctions—Iraq comes to mind
here—it also can place the United States in the difficult position of hav-
ing to choose between continued compliance with a policy judged to be
no longer desirable or acting unilaterally in defiance of the Security
Council, a step the United States is understandably reluctant to take, as
it could create precedents easily abused by others. Bosnia is just such a
case, forcing the United States to stand by a discredited arms embargo
lest it set a precedent for unilateral abrogation that would be emulated
by others to the detriment of U.S. interests elsewhere.

3. Secondary sanctions or boycotts are not a desirable means of bringing
about multilateral support for sanctions and should be avoided. Instituting
sanctions against those who do not comply with the sanctions at issue
is an admission of a diplomatic failure to persuade. It is also an expen-
sive response. The costs to U.S. foreign policy, including the state of
relations with major partners and U.S. efforts to build an effective
World Trade Organization, almost always outweigh the potential bene-
fits of coercing friends to join sanctions in situations when the United
States favors sanctions and they do not.

4. Economic sanctions should focus to the extent possible on those respon-
sible for the offending behavior or on penalizing countries in the realm that
stimulated sanctions in the first place. There are several reasons for a
response that focuses on the unwanted behavior: It helps avoid jeopar-
dizing other interests and the entire bilateral relationship with the tar-
get over one area of disagreement; it causes less collateral damage to
innocents; and it makes garnering multinational support less difficult.
Sanctions designed to stem the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction are a prime example. Where there are transgressions, the
United States should direct any sanction against activity in this realm,
for example, by cutting off technological cooperation or trade in this
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area. Alternatively, political responses (event boycotts, visa deniavls,
atc.) might be the best way to signal opposition to s'eslecte’cl beha;lvwr
when no appropriate economic or military sanction is available.” The
Soviet Union was clearly stung by the U.S. decision not to go to the
Moscow Olympics in the wake of the Soviet invasion of Afgha'mstan—
just as the U.S. decision to oppose China’s hosting 'lfhe Oly{npl.c Games
(to protest human rights performance) angerec.i Be1]mg. China is clearly
bothered, too, by being singled out in various international bodies over
how it treats its own citizens. Political sanctions should not, however,
extend to the breaking of diplomatic relations or the cancellation of
high-level meetings. Such interactions help the United. States as m}xch
as the targeted party and should not be taken away as if they benefited
only the target. ' ‘

5. Sanctions should not be used to hold major or complex bilateral relation-
ships hostage to a single issue or set of concerns. This is especially the case
with a country such as China, where the United States has to b.alance
interests that include maintaining stability on the Korean Peninsula,
discouraging any support for the weapons of mass des.truction or bgl—
listic missile programs of rogue states, managing the Talwan-C.hma sit-
uation, and promoting trade, market reform, and hu.man rights. A
nearly identical argument could be made about the msdom. (or lack
thereof) of applying broad sanctions against Russia bec:.ause of its trans-
gressions in one or another realm. Similarly, the United States has a
range of interests with Pakistan that go well beyond nuclear matters,
including promoting democracy, economic develol?ment, and regional
stability. The alternative to broad sanctions in such instances is to adopt
sanctions that are narrow and germane to the issue at hand. In the case
of Pakistan, this would have argued for focusing sanctions on gpeaflc
defense articles and technologies but exempting all economic assistance
and military education and training.

6. Humanitarian exceptions should be included as part of any comprehen-
sive sanctions. In part this is a moral judgment, that innocents should
not be made to suffer any more than is absolutely necessary. In part,
including an exception that allows a target to import foc?d and rpedl-
cine should make generating and sustaining .danes.tnc a.nd mte(ri-
national support easier. A caveat requires mentioning in this regard,
though. Sanctions should not necessarily be suspended 1f the humani-
tarian harm is the direct result of cynical government pohcy that agatei
shortages among the general population in order to create internationa
S athy. )

YI;pAn;, use of sanctions should be as swift and as purposeful as possz.bfe. As
is the case with other forms of intervention, including the military,
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gradual escalation allows the target to adapt and adjust. Such an
approach also tends to forfeit shock value. In the case of sanctions, it
also allows asset shifting, hoarding, and the negotiation of arrange-
ments to circumvent sanctions. This guidance is borne out by the Libya
and Iran cases. Still, this recommendation is easier to suggest than to
follow, as gaining international support for sanctions in many cases
will require that the United States move in a slow and gradual manner.
One result of this reality is to further limit the potential effectiveness of
economic sanctions in today’s world.

8. Policymakers should prepare and send to Congress a policy statement
not unlike the reports prepared and forwarded under the War Powers Act
before or soon after a sanction is put in place. Such statements should be
clear as to the purpose of the sanction; the required legal and /or polit-
ical authority; the expected impact on the target, including possible
retaliatory steps; the probable humanitarian consequences and what is
“being done to minimize them; the expected costs to the United States;
prospects for enforcing the sanction; the degree of international support
or opposition that can be anticipated; and an exit strategy, that is, the
criteria for lifting the sanction. In addition, policymakers should be able
to explain why a particular sanction was selected as opposed to other
sanctions or other policies altogether. If need be, portions of this report
could be classified secret if necessary to avoid providing information
that would be useful to the target. Any sanction initiated by Congress
should be approved only after hearings in the relevant committees care-
fully considered the matter, thereby allowing voting members to refer
to a report accompanying the proposed legislation that addresses these
same questions.

9. All sanctions embedded in legislation should provide for presidential
discretion in the form of a waiver authority. Such discretion would allow the
president to suspend or terminate a sanction if he judged it was in the
interests of national security to do so. Beyond being consistent with
the Constitution’s bias in favor of executive primacy in the exercise of the
foreign affairs power, such latitude is needed if relationships are not to
become hostage to one interest and if the executive is to have the flexi-
bility needed to explore whether the introduction of limited incentives
can bring about a desired policy end. The benefits of this latitude out-
weigh any diminution of the deterrent power inherent in automatic
sanctions. Current legislation that mandates sanctions in specific cir-
cumstances should be repealed or modified.

10. The federal government should challenge the right of states and muni-
cipalities to institute economic sanctions against companies and individuals
operating in their jurisdiction. The Constitution may not settle the strug-
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gle between the executive and legislative branches over the foreign
affairs power, but it limits the struggle to the federal branch of govern-
ment. As a result, those states and municipalities that are adopting
“selective purchasing laws” that prohibit public agencies frorlx,l pur-
chasing goods and services from companies “doing b‘usmess in or
with particular target countries are overstepping thelr.bounds.9 To
paraphrase Justice Louis Brandeis, states may be labor.atones ‘of democ-
racy, but not of foreign policy.! In addition to forelgq pohcy' conse-
quences, such local action creates difficult and expensive choices for
U.S. businesses. If the courts will not decide this issue, then U.S. busi-
nesses would be wise to approach Congress for a remedy.

11. U.S. intelligence capabilities must be reoriented to meet the demands
created by sanctions policy. The ability to design and implement. so-called
smart sanctions will require extraordinary collection requirements.
Knowledge of where individuals and firms maintain financ1.al assets
will be critical. Improved collection of both signals (communications)
and human intelligence is essential. But the demand for more and bet-
ter intelligence support of sanctions policy involves analysis as Well as
collection. A sanctions analysis unit should be established w1th1'n the
intelligence community. Such a dedicated unit, to be located within the
Central Intelligency Agency’s Directorate of Intelligence, could prepare
predictions of the likely impact of sanctions on the target state and oth-
ers. Analysts could help identify particular vulnerabilities of tgrget
states or leaders. Predictions also could be extended to examine hkeg
reactions or retaliation by the target as well as likely responses of third
parties. It also could monitor the impact of a sanction over time. The
results of such monitoring could be drawn on for the compilation of an
annual sanctions impact statement (as suggested here just below).

12. Any sanction should be the subject of an annual impact statement. Suc.:h
a statement, to be prepared by the executive branch and submitted in
unclassified form to Congress, should provide far more in .the way of
information and analysis than the pro forma documents written to jus-
tify many current sanctions. It should include an assessment of tl:le
extent to which the sanction had served its purposes; the economic,
political, and/or military impact on the target; tjne humanitarian effect
on the population of the target country; the reactions of the taxl-get C?u;:-
try; the degree of international compliance and noncompliance; the
financial costs to U.S. businesses, workers, and the governmen.t; and a.ny
other perceived costs and benefits of any sort (includ'ing foreign policy
costs) to the United States. Such a report also should ]uc.lge whetlfler the
original aims continue to make sense and whether sanctions continue to
be an appropriate policy tool. An annual report along these lines, much
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as the report that would accompany any new sanctions, would intro-
duce much-needed rigor into the sanctions decision-making process. A
more careful calculation of economic costs also would furnish a basis for
determining payments to workers and companies that are being asked
to bear a disproportionate share of the sanctions burden.

The fact that it is even necessary to suggest the need to mandate reports
to accompany economic sanctions when they are being proposed or
renewed represents an indictment of the way sanctions now are being
introduced and maintained. Seriousness is not a hallmark of the Amer-
ican embrace of economic sanctions. To the contrary, sanctions often are
employed and maintained with only cursory analysis of their likely or
actual effects. This is bad policy, for all sanctions involve costs for the
U.S. government, its citizens, or both. Again, it is essential that the likely
benefits of a sanction outweigh the inevitable and potential costs,
including that of retaliation, and appear more attractive than any other
available policy instrument. If such rigorous assessment is undertaken,
sanctions are likely to become less common. This will not be a bad
thing; with sanctions as with many other things in life, less can be more.

Notes

1. Several of the lessons and recommendations put forward here, including
calls for modesty in objectives and seriousness in analysis, are included in
Gary Clyde Hufbauer, Jeffrey J. Schott, and Kimberly Ann Elliott, Eco-
nomic Sanctions Reconsidered: History and Current Policy, 2nd ed. (Washing-
ton, DC: Institute for International Economics, 1990), pp. 94-105. Several
of the recommendations are also included in draft legislation, the
“Enhancement of Trade, Security, and Human Rights Through Sanctions

Reform Act,” introduced in both the House of Representatives and the
Senate in late 1997.

2. The Clinton administration argues that the Iran-Libya Sanctions Act has
discouraged European and Asian investment in Iran’s oil and gas sector.
See the testimony of Alan Larson and David Welch before the House Inter-
national Relations Committee on July 23, 1997.

3. See Thomas G. Weiss, David Cortright, George A. Lopez, and Larry Min-
ear (eds), Political Gain and Civilian Pain: Humanitarian Impacts of Economic
Sanctions (Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield, 1997).

4. Seean unpublished paper by Gary Clyde Hufbauer, Kimberly Ann Elliott,
Tess Cyrus, and Elizabeth Winston, “U.S. Economic Sanctions: Their

Impact on Trade, Jobs, and Wages” (Washington, DC: Institute for Inter-
national Economics, 1997).
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See, for example, Seymour Martin Lipset, “Some Social Requisites of
Democracy: Economic Development and Democracy,” American Political
Science Review 53 (March 1959); Stephan Haggard and Steven B. Webb
(eds.), Voting for Reform: Democracy, Political Liberalization and Economic
Adjustment (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994); and Larry Diamond
and Marc C. Plattner (eds.), Economic Reform and Democracy (Baltimore,
MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1995).

It is for this reason that those most concerned with the moral dimension of
foreign policy are willing to support the use of broad economic sanctions
only in narrow circumstances. America’s Catholic bishops, for example,
argue that comprehensive sanctions should be considered “. .. only in
response to aggression or grave and ongoing injustice, after less coercive
measures have been tried, and with clear and reasonable conditions set
forth for their removal.” The bishops also argue that sanctions should be

targeted as much as possible to avoid harming innocents; that “the denial

of basic human needs may not be used as a weapon”; and that consent to
the sanctions by substantial portions of the affected population is morally
relevant. See National Conference of Catholic Bishops, “The Harvest of
Justice Is Sown in Peace: A Reflection of the National Conference of Bish-
ops on the Tenth Anniversary of The Challenge of Peace” (Washington, DC:
United States Catholic Conference, 1994), p. 15.

One recent article discussing the growing role of economic sanctions in
American foreign policy was titled “Chicken Soup Diplomacy.” See
National Journal, January 4, 1997, pp. 13-17.

See Gary Clyde Hufbauer and Elizabeth Winston, “Smarter Sanctions:
Updating the Economic Weapon,” National Strategy Reporter 7, no. 2 (Sum-
mer 1997).

See David Schmahmann and James Finch, “The Unconstitutionality of
State and Local Enactments in the United States Restricting Business Ties
with Burma (Myanmar),” Vanderbilt Journal of Transnational Law 30, no. 2
(March 1997), pp. 175-207.

It is worth quoting from Brandeis’s dissent. “It is one of the happy inci-
dents of the federal system that a single courageous state may, if its citi-
zens choose, serve as a laboratory; and try novel social and economic
experiments without risk to the rest of the country.” As is clear, Brandeis
omits foreign policy from his position. New States Ice Co. v. Liebmann, 285
U.S. 262, 311 (1932).

See report of President’s Export Council prepared with the assistance of
Don Zarin and Meha Shah, Unilateral Economic Sanctions: A Review of Exist-
ing Sanctions and Their Impacts on U.S. Economic Interests with Recommenda-
tions for Policy and Process Improvement (Washington, DC: President’s
Export Council, June 1997), p. 19.
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